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ABSTRACT
THE PREVALENCE OF WRITING IN ELEMENTARY TEACHER PREPARATION
COURSES IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST
Chelsea Mabie

Writing continues to be an underserved content area within English Language
Arts instruction in elementary school classrooms. This sequential mixed-methods study
was designed to develop a current state of practice for writing pedagogical training within
the Pacific Northwest. Course descriptions were analyzed for specific references to
writing, or terms inclusive of writing, from five teacher preparation programs in Oregon,
Washington, and British Columbia. Grounded in expertise theory, the implications for
this work are aimed at schools of education as well as teacher licensing bodies reflecting
on if their training practices are supportive in developing a solid foundation for
preservice educators as effective teachers of writing.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
Writing is an ever-present element of modern society. Although writing is an
academic domain, it permeates daily life for most people. From text messages to emails,
social media posts, and calendar invites, writing remains an essential form of
communication and connection. How and when individuals write may be evolving along
with technology, but the limited focus on writing in the classroom has been a consistent
pattern for decades. The National Commission on Writing (2003) found that writing
instruction has been “shortchanged” (p. 5) throughout the K–12 system. More recently,
Student Achievement Partners (2020b) prioritized the Common Core Standards for
English Language Arts for the first time in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and the
extensive distance learning it has fostered across the United States. Yet, of the 14
standards they prioritized for the 2020–2021 school year, only two involved writing.
Considering the frequency with which people write in everyday life, the skill has lacked
the attention it deserves in many classrooms.
Writing instruction in the elementary classroom is especially stark. Gilbert and
Graham (2010) found that fourth- to sixth-grade students only spent an average of 15min per day learning how to write. This partnered with other findings that elementary
instruction tends to be skill-based, with a heavy focus on grammar and handwriting
(Cutler & Graham, 2008), paints a picture of the pedagogical practices being used to
teach early writers.
Many variables could serve as contributing factors to the failure to provide
writing instruction in elementary classrooms. The aim of this study was to explore the
role of preservice training in elementary educator writing pedagogy. Perhaps just one of

1

the numerous reasons that writing has been deemphasized, researchers have found that
writing pedagogy training has been overlooked in preservice coursework (Brenner &
McQuirk, 2019; Morgan & Pytash, 2014). Moreover, Helfrich and Clark (2016) asserted
new educators have low self-efficacy levels as writing teachers. These findings regarding
initial training provide a glimpse into one factor that prohibits teachers from
emphasizing writing in elementary classrooms.
The initial exploration of this topic arose from personal practice. As an
elementary teacher, my passion was to teach writing. I challenged myself to change the
hearts of fourth-grade students who boasted that they “hated writing,” making it my
aim for them to choose to write during free time come spring. Since my time in the
classroom, I have transitioned into roles supporting educators throughout the career
continuum. For 5 years prior to this study, part of my responsibilities involved working
as an instructor for a graduate-level literacy methods course required in the teacher
licensure program at the University of Oregon. Reflecting on this course, my colleague
and I have been disappointed in how we have shortchanged writing ourselves. With a
10-week term for all of K–6 literacy, writing sometimes gets deprioritized in course
content.
With this reflection, I began to explore how to improve my practice and better
prepare my preservice educators to teach writing. Yet, what I found was a common
trend. I was not the only instructor who limited writing in preservice training. Instructors
often focus on reading more than writing pedagogy. Although this represents the
personal observations that inspired this research topic, I believed this lens was essential
for building a more holistic picture of the origins of this research.

2

Purpose of the Study
The demands of writing in the elementary classroom increased with the national
adoption of the Common Core State Standards (Shanahan, 2014). However, the amount
of time spent writing in elementary classrooms has been historically low, accounting for
only about 15-min of instruction per day for students in Grades 4–6 (Gilbert & Graham,
2010). Preservice and early career teacher self-efficacy related to writing instruction has
been found to be consistently low, with many teachers reporting they felt underprepared
to teach writing after leaving their preparation programs (Gilbert & Graham, 2010;
Helfrich & Clark, 2016). This low level of self-efficacy and limited training is apparent
in the few courses that explicitly address writing pedagogy in preservice programs and in
the imbalance between writing and literacy coursework that focuses on reading
instruction (Brenner & McQuirk, 2019; Myers et al., 2016).
The purpose of this study was to explore the prevalence of writing pedagogy in
coursework for preservice elementary educators in 15 schools of education in the Pacific
Northwest (i.e., Oregon, Washington, British Columbia). Throughout this research,
writing pedagogy will be defined as an explicit mention of writing instructional practice
or theory in course descriptions.
Significance of the Study
Teacher preparation practices have been a recent topic of debate, with reports
from organizations such as the National Council of Teacher Quality (Drake & Walsh,
2020) spurring national discussions on early reading (Will, 2020). Writing continues to
be underrepresented in these national discussions, even when nearly a decade ago it was
known that two-thirds of upper elementary teachers reported having little formal training
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in writing pedagogy (Gilbert & Graham, 2010). This study was designed to examine two
aspects of the current trends in writing pedagogy in the Pacific Northwest. First, the aim
was to provide a current view of practice in this region with the intention of highlighting
the current state of writing preparation practices. A second aim was to explore the
relationship between policy and current preservice training practice. By shining a light
on the current state of training, this study continues the work of Brenner and McQuirk
(2019), who sparked a regional debate about how to strengthen preservice training.
Findings from this work could lead higher education institutions to reevaluate or modify
practice. They could also push policymakers toward legislative changes. These findings
could also prompt school district leaders to seek ways to prioritize writing pedagogy
professional learning for new educators.
Although limited to just one region, this study is unique in its focus on variations
in teacher preparation between two national systems. The province of British Columbia
and the U.S. states, Washington and Oregon, share many cultural and geographical
features, but the school systems and practices for preparing elementary educators differ.
The scope of this study was small, but examining practices beyond national lines
allowed for broader conversations and collaborations to take place.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
RQ1. What is the current prevalence of writing pedagogy instruction in
elementary teacher educator training in the Pacific Northwest?
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RQ2. Is there a relationship between state or province teacher preparation policy
and the prevalence of writing-specific pedagogy in elementary teacher
preparation coursework?
The first phase of this study was quantitative in nature; then, it proceeded to a qualitative
approach that focused on the impact of policy on the trends discovered.
Definition of Terms
The following terms and definitions were used in the course of this study:
•

Cooperating teacher. The cooperating teacher is a K–12 educator practicing
that supports preservice educators in classroom teaching. Preservice teachers
carry out their student teaching in a cooperating teacher’s classroom.

•

Preservice teacher. A preservice teacher is still in training to become a
licensed teacher. This term may be used synonymously with “teacher
candidate.”

•

Teacher preparation. Teacher preparation refers to an educational program
that prepares students to become teachers. Students in these programs often
also pursue a bachelor’s or master’s degree.

•

Teacher candidate. A teacher candidate is a student who is still in training to
become a licensed teacher. These candidates are still in programmatic
training. The term may be used synonymously with “preservice teacher.”

•

Teacher educator: This term refers to professors, instructors, or other
professionals who train preservice teachers in educational concepts (e.g.,
pedagogy, child development, behavior management).
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•

Writing pedagogy: Writing pedagogy is the instructional methods, routines,
beliefs, and practices used in writing instruction.
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH
Theoretical and Conceptual Framework
Much of the examination of new teacher preparation in writing has occurred from
a sociocultural or social learning perspective (Grossman et al., 2000; Hall & Grisham
Brown, 2011). For this work, I shifted this lens by exploring the topic through expertise
theory. Although the tenets of sociocultural or social learning theories grounded previous
research on this topic in explorations of the social acts of teaching and learning, I
envisioned teacher preparation programs as the foundation from which expertise is built.
In education, the title “expert” can be too eagerly assigned to individuals simply in
accordance with the number of years they have taught. However, true expertise grows
from a combination of deliberate practice and continued learning.
The study of expertise has transformed since the work of Francis Galton in the
late 1890s. Galton pioneered the examination of what experts have in common, but he
also asserted that heredity played a key role (Ericsson et al., 1993). This notion has been
challenged by many prominent researchers in the field who now assert that individuals
are not born with expertise. Rather, expertise is something an individual develops. If it
were truly biological, expertise would come quickly and easily. Yet, Ericsson et al.
(1993) argued that it typically takes a decade or more for individuals in all fields to reach
the top. From research on chess to research on doctors, the authors claimed years of
deliberate practice and stages of learning have proven necessary for an individual to
obtain true expertise.
Expertise theorists assert the combination of continued learning and deliberate
practice as the backbone of how people become exceptional, or experts, in their fields
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(Ericsson & Smith, 1991). Much of the research on this topic has been conducted on
performers in the arts, sports, and chess. However, researchers in the medical field have
also investigated how top health care professionals rise to the upper echelons of their
profession. Persky and Robinson (2017) clearly delineated the stages of development in
doctor development. They are novice, advanced beginner, proficient, competent, and
expert. In moving along this continuum, from building early automaticity to developing
the ease at which experts problem-solve, Persky and Robinson (2017) defined an
expert’s trajectory. Although they specifically studied doctors, the path taken by
professional educators is markedly similar. Educators must continually refine, learn, and
problem-solve in the moment, pulling from deep pedagogical knowledge bases to serve
students’ needs in the moment, just as doctors do to treat a patient.
The notion of expertise emerged in mainstream conversations with the
publication of Outliers: The Story of Success by Malcom Gladwell (2008). District
leaders and educators around the United States looked to this text for ways to explore
how to better their own classroom practice. Many educators anchored to Gladwell’s
notion of the “10,000-hour rule” (p. 40), which resulted from research indicating that
those who reach the top of their field practice for 10,000 hours before achieving
expertise. However, this practice involves more than repetitive monotony. Experts use
their domain knowledge to match a particular case or situation (Scardamalia & Bereiter,
1993). It about this match that brings forward the second crucial component of expertise:
continual learning.
Continual learning, acquired through access to teachers, coaches, or new learning
material, is a crucial element of expertise development (Ericsson et al., 1993). This
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continued learning is found in all areas of expertise, from performance to profession.
The ability to match the necessary knowledge with any given situation is dynamic. In
any field, things change, and the body of knowledge grows. From gymnasts attempting
never-completed moves to the ever-advancing medical world, to remain relevant, experts
must remain knowledgeable of what is emerging in their field.
It is in this dynamic application of knowledge where expertise theory applies to
teacher practice and preservice teacher training. Teacher preparation programs build the
foundation of an educator’s knowledge base. They help teacher candidates begin to
make the crucial matches between knowledge and practice that educators must perform
every day. Without a solid foundation of knowledge and the encouragement to
deliberately apply it in practice, preservice educators may find it difficult to move from
novice to advanced beginner. The practices and mindsets student teachers develop after
observing them modeled by cooperating teachers and university professors set them on
the path to potential expertise. I will take these new educators 10,000 hr (i.e., a decade)
before they can home to reach full expert level, but that long trajectory becomes
impossible without being set on the right path from the start.
There were limitations to using expertise theory as the foundation for this
research. In their meta-analysis, Macnamara et al.(2014) found that deliberate practice
may not be as crucial to professionals as it is for experts in performance fields. However,
I would argue that expertise theory prescribes deliberate practice plus continued
learning. I was unable to find expertise theory in studies specific to teacher education
training for writing pedagogy, but there was an underwhelming number of studies into
this specific component of teacher education training in general. It is my hope that the
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application of expertise theory will illuminate whether teacher preparation practices set
the newest educators on a path to potential expertise. Expertise theory shaped the
analysis and interpretation of findings in this study, with a focus on the idea that
preservice teacher education provides the background knowledge future educators need
to begin their journey toward expertise.
Related Research
Focus on Writing is Too Limited
Perhaps the most salient point noted in examinations of writing in preservice
writing and classroom practice is that too little is known. Researchers conducting national
studies have continued to recommend increased writing time in classrooms and
improvements in teacher preparation (Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Morgan & Pytash, 2014;
National Commission on Writing, 2003). Cutler and Graham (2008) explained that
academic researchers do not understand well enough what writing looks like in the
elementary classroom to know what improvements are needed. This disconnect affects
nearly all facets of elementary writing practice.
Teacher preparation programs. Teacher preparation programs represent the
foundation of a new educator’s pedagogy. Regardless of program route, a prospective
educator’s experiences at university and in student teaching often shape the kind of
educator they become. Grossman et al. (2000) conducted a longitudinal study with
teachers from preservice to their first few years as classroom teachers and discovered that
teacher preparation gave these educators the “vision of ideal practice” (p. 657). Yet, this
vision rarely aligned with the classrooms they were ultimately expected to run.
Elementary teacher candidates in this study felt conceptually and practically confident,
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especially with the writing process and instructional scaffolding. Yet, when these same
educators tried to navigate the divide between conceptual learning and practical
application in the context of curricula, structure, and time constraints in their new
teaching assignments, they felt unprepared.
The self-efficacy findings that Grossman et al. (2000) uncovered were unique. In
contrast, Helfrich and Clark (2016) found that when the majority of preservice
elementary teachers left programs, regardless of type, they felt confident as reading
teachers. Yet, these same teachers expressed considerably lower levels of self-efficacy as
writing teachers. These teacher candidates felt they could find ways to incorporate
writing into their instructional practice but felt limited in their ability to adjust instruction
to meet the needs of their future students. Their imbalanced preparation, which favored
reading instruction, left an imprint on their confidence.
The root of this issue may lie in the limited way writing instruction is addressed in
teacher preparation programs. Morgan and Pytash’s (2014) frequently cited 20-year
literature review indicated that the impact of preparation practices for future teachers in
the discipline of writing is minimal. In 20 years, only 31 studies specifically focused on
preparing teachers to teach writing. Brenner and McQuirk (2019) examined teacher
preparation through the lens of preparation program content and found a similar lack of
writing. Of the 155 undergraduate teacher preparation program course descriptions
analyzed by Brenner and McQuirk, only 38 addressed writing explicitly. Of these
courses, all but five embedded writing instruction in broader terminology (e.g., literacy,
language arts). Almost 20 years ago, the National Writing Commission (2003) called
attention to this missed opportunity when they remarked that nationally, very few
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teachers receive training in writing and that only a handful of states dictate writing
pedagogy coursework in elementary teacher preparation.
Preservice teachers have experienced this lack of focus on writing in their
preparation programs. Gilbert and Graham (2010) worked with elementary teachers in
Grades 4–6 who echoed the concern, with 65% of participants reporting little to no
writing preparation in their preparation programs. Primary teachers reported slightly
higher rates of writing preparation than their intermediate counterparts, but the rates were
still dismally low. In their 2008 work, Cutler and Graham (2008) investigated writing for
teachers in grades K–2. Of the 92% of respondents who attended teacher education
programs, only 28% stated that their program was “very good or outstanding” (p. 906).
Another 42% said their program was adequate, and 28% reported poor preparation for
writing instruction. The respondents included teachers at all stages of their careers, so the
data provided a snapshot of common practice for multiple generations of educators.
Teacher educators. Limited research also existed about teacher educator
professionals and how they prepare future teachers in writing pedagogy. In a national
survey, Myers et al. (2016) explored writing with a focus on teacher educators. Most
faculty shared an inherent love of writing, but only 12% of them had any formal training
or preparation in teaching writing themselves. Of their programs, just over one quarter
reported offering a specific course in writing pedagogy. One of the largest takeaways
from this study was that the heavy focus on reading pedagogy left teacher educators with
limited time to cover writing. Myers et al. (2016) recommended more emphasis on
writing instruction in addition to professional development in writing pedagogy for those
who prepare future teachers.
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Classroom practice of elementary teachers. In its large-scale work, the National
Writing Committee (2003) reported much more than just a lack of preparation for
preservice educators. The organization asserted writing instruction in classrooms is very
limited, especially in elementary schools. On average, writing instruction in elementary
classrooms took 3-hr or less of instructional time each week. Gilbert and Graham (2010)
corroborated these results with even more startling findings. On average, their
respondents asked students to write for just 2 hr per week. Of this time, only about 15min per day constituted actual writing instruction.
This limited writing time and instruction extends down to the youngest
elementary learners. In the primary grades, much of the writing instruction that occurs is
skill-based (Cutler & Graham, 2008), with teachers focusing on handwriting, grammar,
and spelling. Students spend considerably less time actually writing or learning to plan
or revise in these early grades. From kindergarten all the way through college, the
“teaching and practice of writing” have been “shortchanged” (National Commission on
Writing, 2003, p. 5). Writing is a fundamental skill, but students in U.S. schools lack
time, instruction, and reinforcement for their writing practices.
Known Effective Practices for Teacher Preparation Exist
Research has continued to demonstrate a dire need for an increased focus on
writing pedagogy in teacher preparation programs, and best practices have begun to
emerge from the results. It appeared that programs help future educators feel comfortable
in the writing process (Cutler & Graham, 2008; Grossman et al., 2000; Hall & GrishamBrown, 2011). Preservice teacher self-actualization and reflection on themselves as
writers seems has been shows to have a positive impact on their preparation as well.
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The National Writing Commission (2003) explicitly called for teacher education
to encourage preservice educators to see themselves as writers. Of the five
recommendations made by the commission, the fifth centered on teacher preparation. In
this recommendation, the Commission advocated for future teachers in university
programs to have opportunities to learn writing theory and pedagogy and to write
themselves. The authors emphasized the need for future teachers to learn to use writing
as a means of building enjoyment in the process, demonstrate their learning, and delve
into the complexity of the process. Positive experiences with writing are crucial.
Morgan and Pytash (2014) found evidence of the trend in encouraging preservice
educators as writers themselves, and in a handful of studies found that practices like time
to write in coursework and writing a genre-specific book were used as part of their
training. Researchers often gave preservice teachers time to engage in writing “that
mirrored many of the complex decisions writers must make” (p. 19). Norman and
Spencer (2005) explored the opportunities they gave their own preservice educators
through coursework aimed at helping them see themselves as writers. In an
autobiography assignment designed by Norman and Spencer, 58% of student
participants saw themselves positively as writers, in contrast to 33% who stated they
viewed themselves negatively as writers. Preservice educators appreciated having open
assignments and being allowed to write creatively, which some saw as disconnected
from the opportunities the preservice educators had received as students in K-12. Most
notably, most of the students reported that others had shaped their self-identity as writers
because important people in their lives, from teachers to friends, had shaped their view
of themselves. A surprising number of these students also viewed writing through a fixed
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mindset, believing it was a skill they either possessed or did not. These self-perceptions,
the impact educators have in shaping them, and the tendency for fixed mindsets all serve
as important reminders for the power educators have to help students see their writing
identity in a positive light.
Hall and Grisham-Brown (2011) explored similar themes in a Kentucky study
where they explored 14 preservice early-childhood and elementary teachers’ attitudes
toward and beliefs about writing. Similar to Norman and Spencer (2005), the majority of
those studied positively viewed themselves as writers, and many of these beliefs came
from their experiences as students. Having work published and receiving feedback
helped strengthen self-identity as writers, and, unsurprisingly, heavy “red marks” (p.
152) and uninteresting or irrelevant writing assignments lead to more negative
conceptions. Hall and Grisham-Brown mirrored the recommendations of Norman and
Spencer, suggesting a need to build preservice teachers' identity as writers by creating
meaningful opportunities to write.
Calls for Policy on Writing Coursework
In nearly every study reviewed, the researchers called for recommendations for
teacher preparation, better policy, and continued research related to writing pedagogy. In
the national studies included in this review, all of the researchers agreed on these points
(Cutler & Graham, 2008; Gilbert & Graham, 2010; National Commission on Writing,
2003). All encouraged the examination of current teacher education practices and the
incorporation of more writing into the elementary classroom. Many recommended having
writing-specific coursework in teacher preparation programs to overcome the imbalance
between reading and writing instruction preparation. Morgan and Pytash (2014) perhaps
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synthesized the recommendations for coursework the best, as they advocated for specific
coursework on writing along with courses that incorporate explicit, consistent, and
thoughtful writing experiences that will foster positive self-identity in teacher candidates.
Although much of the research addressed writing coursework, some researchers extended
this beyond the university’s responsibility to state-level licensing agencies, calling on
them to require writing training before credentialing teachers (National Writing
Commission, 2003). Research has called for a balance between reading and writing
instruction during teacher preparation amid the limited perceived time programs have to
train future teachers. Correcting this imbalance could strengthen classroom practices.
Relationship Between Prior Research and the Present Study
Cutler and Graham (2008) perhaps shared the most accurate reflection on
elementary writing, asserting that academics lack a clear enough picture of current
classroom practice to make recommendations for improvements. Morgan and Pytash
(2014) added that researchers may be overlooking preservice teacher writing preparation
because many researchers believe all of the pertinent information is “already known” (p.
30). This lack of focus on writing was evident in much of the literature, with calls from
the National Commission on Writing (2003) and multiple researchers (Cutler & Graham,
2008; Gilbert & Graham, 2010, Morgan & Pytash, 2014; National Commission on
Writing, 2003) to engage in more research specific to writing.
A new wave of researchers has begun to answer this call, but there continues to
be limited research into teacher preparation practices in the discipline. Morgan and
Pytash (2014) produced a bleak review, showing that 31 articles in 20 years equated to
just 1.55 articles published each year during that decade that were specific to preparing
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teacher candidates to teach writing. Researchers in nearly every national study advocated
for writing specific coursework as part of licensure programs (Cutler & Graham, 2008;
Gilbert & Graham, 2010; National Commission on Writing, 2003). Yet, little is known
about the current state of writing pedagogy in existing coursework. Researchers such as
Brenner and McQuirk (2019) and Hall and Grisham-Brown (2011) have begun to
explore current coursework, though each of these studies was limited to a specific state
or region, with only eight states examined between the two studies.
This study built on the work of these researchers to further clarify current
training practices for preservice teachers. Although limited to a single region, it was the
first examination of practices in the United States and Canada together. By building the
knowledge base of current practice nationally and internationally, the intention of this
work was to enhance understanding of how preservice teachers learn about teaching
writing and address the current holes in the literature.
Much of the existing body of research has been conducted through exploratory
qualitative means and documentation scans. Similarly, this study specifically aligns with
the work of Brenner and McQuirk (2019) in analyzing coursework descriptions.
Following a similar structure and model allows this work to either corroborate current
findings or raise additional questions about what is known in the field. In response to the
lack of research into how teacher educators train preservice teachers and calls to improve
existing methods, this study provides a picture of current practice from which to grow.
As a side note, during the review of literature, studies that included the United
States and international process were not found. The decision to add British Columbia,
another English-speaking developed nation, to the study was made to extend the impact
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of exploring preservice teacher writing methodologies by looking beyond the confines of
the United States.
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CHAPTER 3. METHOD
Research Design and Data Analysis
An exploratory sequential approach was used in this mixed methods research
study (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The focus of Phase 1 was to address the following
research question through document examination: What is the current prevalence of
writing pedagogy instruction in elementary teacher educator training in the Pacific
Northwest? The aim was to identify a state of current practice, as documented in course
descriptions from the selected universities. Course descriptions were searched for terms
related to writing. The process only included course descriptions that were part of the
initial teaching licensure requirements in the selected colleges through inductive analysis
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The course description findings were analyzed using
descriptive statistics, when appropriate, to find trends in terminology and to determine the
frequency of writing references in the courses. They were further analyzed using onesample t tests to determine if the differences discovered were statically significant. The
coding process also accounted for the terms “language arts” and “literacy” because these
more general terms often incorporate writing. Additional trends in language were also
collected to learn what other common foci existed in these courses. A deductive analysis
was conducted after trends emerged (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
Phase 2 of the study addressed the second research question: Is there a
relationship between state or province teacher preparation policy and the prevalence of
writing-specific pedagogy in elementary teacher preparation coursework? Building from
the exploratory first phase, a policy scan of primary documents from each state or
province was examined for requirements related to writing preparation for preservice
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elementary educators. It was anticipated that specific references to writing could be
limited, so the terms “language arts” and “literacy” were also included. Ideally, an
inductive and deductive analysis would have been completed, but due to limited findings,
the plans for Phase 2 shifted.
Sample Selection
The initial aim was to study the five largest teacher preparation programs per state
or province for this study. However, this design shifted after contact was made with
licensing bodies in each location and it was learned that in-depth data requests would be
required in Oregon and Washington to release the needed level of information. With the
COVID-19 pandemic underway, many of the agencies clearly stated they were
understaffed and that delivery of this information could take months. Consequently, the
study was shifted to a randomized selection of five universities for the sample.
It should be noted that Washington state has a unique 4-year degree program
taught within their community college system. Graduates from this program can
eventually receive a bachelor’s degree in the community college setting. Neither Oregon
nor British Columbia offered this model, so for consistency, only 4-year universities from
all three locations were included in this study.
First, all of the accredited teacher preparation licensure programs from 4-year
institutions in each locale were identified. These institutions were listed in a spreadsheet
in alphabetical order then divided into two categories: private or public institutions. One
of the regions had only one private accredited program, so the ratio of four public and
one private university was adopted for all three regions. Each university received a
number that correlated to a cell in the alphabetized spreadsheet. A random number
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generator was then used to select universities by matching the generated number to the
cell number.
The random number generator selected several satellite programs from major
universities in addition to the university itself. Hypothetically, this could have included
Oregon State University and Oregon State University-Cascades. To diversify the sample,
the main campus program was selected.
For Phase 2 of this study, the sample included state or local policy. Guidance,
policy, or legislative orders for teacher licensure and training from Oregon, Washington,
and British Columbia were examined. Each location had its own respective licensing
entity. These included the Oregon-Teacher Standards and Practices Commission
(TSPC); the Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction; and in British
Columbia, the BC Teachers’ Council. These licensing agencies gathered information
regarding training requirements for elementary educator licensure.
Phase 1: Quantitative Procedure
Phase 1 of this work involved an extensive document scan of existing course
descriptions using a protocol and data collection instrument. The researcher created the
data collection instrument using a spreadsheet into which critical data was input from
course descriptions (Appendix A). The instrument’s initial design involved a basic
checklist to quantify the number of writing-specific terms appearing in the course
descriptions. Working from personal experience, review of the literature, and the guiding
Brenner and McQuirk (2019) article, the initial spreadsheet was drafted. Original terms
pertaining to writing were selected: writing, encoding, language arts, literacy, 6+1 traits,
and writing workshop. Two regional-specific terms, 6+1 traits and “Big 5,” were included

21

in the tool. For many years, the 6+1 writing traits, originally developed by Education
Northwest (2020), had constituted a popular approach to writing instruction both inside
and outside the region. Influential educator literature such as Ruth Culham’s 2003
publication, 6+1 Traits of Writing: The Complete Guide Grades 3 and Up, have often
been used to generate rubrics and other guidance at school, district, and even state levels
(Oregon Department of Education, 2019). The 6+1 traits include ideas, organization,
voice, word choice, sentence fluency, conventions, and presentation. Although the 6+1
traits have become less popular they continue to be synonymous in the region with
writing.
The Big 5 language also represents regional terminology, coming out of the
National Reading Panel era and the Partnership for Reading (University of Oregon Center
on Teaching and Learning, n.d.). The Big 5 include phonemic awareness, alphabetic
principles, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. These characteristics of reading and
subsequent instructional practice have been referenced in many ways across the
literature; however, the term is still considered regional due to the influence of the
University of Oregon on the National Reading Panel. Although this term was anticipated
in the Pacific Northwest, it was interesting to note during tool development that one test
state also referred to the Big 5.
The initial data mining protocol included using the developed instrument to track
all instances of the selected terminology, counting each instance of the individual terms
for a total sum from a given course description. The instrument allowed for flexibility in
adding additional terms that were relevant to writing as they emerged in the course
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descriptions. Totals for each individual term would be generated for analysis with
descriptive statistics at a later time.
Three universities were selected as test subjects to test protocol and instrument
efficacy. They included: the University of Colorado-Boulder, Boise State University, and
the University of San Francisco. These three universities were selected because they fell
outside of the intended region of study but were geographically close to the Pacific
Northwest. Attention was also paid to the types of universities selected in this test run,
with two being public institutions and the third being a private university. Although the
specific university names were documented for instrument development, in the current
research, the names of the selected universities are not mentioned, nor are other
identifying characteristics provided. These precautions were taken to protect anonymity.
The protocol and instrument test allowed for multiple avenues of refinement.
First, it became clear that certain information about each institution needed to be
systematically collected. An additional tab was created to track institution type (i.e.,
private or public), academic degrees conferred (i.e., bachelor’s, master’s, or other), total
credit hours, additional endorsements provided, direct links to course catalogs, and other
information as needed. In reviewing these three universities, it also became clear that
multiple ways existed to gain an initial teaching license. It was decided to select the
earliest path for licensure available at each university. This meant exploring a bachelor’s
program at two universities and a master’s in teaching plus a credential program at the
third university. Finally, the widely varying number of courses required for each program
prompted a decision to add a column for each individual course for each university. A
starting number of two columns, for an assumed two courses, appears on the data
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collection tool in Appendix A. This represented the minimum number of literacy courses
encountered from test universities.
The data collection instrument underwent additional refinement with the addition
of reading terminology. Brenner and McQuirk (2019) juxtaposed reading and writing
instruction in their guiding work, and much of the literature pointed at reading as a
greater focus than writing for initial licensure. Data collection on reading terminology
allowed the prevalence of reading versus writing to be quantified. Reading terminology
was generated from the language found in the three-test university’ course descriptions.
The addition of reading terminology required a modification of the protocol to include
examinations of any course specific to literacy. This involved returning to readingspecific courses at the University of Colorado-Boulder and Boise State University to
collect additional data on reading because both programs had separate courses for reading
and writing methods.
After refining the protocol and instrument, the procedure for data collection at the
15 Pacific Northwest universities was as follows:
1. Collect programmatic information about the university (see Appendix A, Tab
2- School Information Collection).
2. Review earliest academic path for initial teaching licensure at university;
gather required coursework for this track.
3. Analyze required coursework specific to reading, writing, literacy, and
language arts using the data collection instrument (see Appendix A, Tab 1Data Collection Instrument). Additional terms and notes were added as
needed.
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4. Gather frequency of terms and quantify.
The researcher gathered frequencies by hand during July 2021 for course
descriptions that pertained to the 2021–2022 school year. Notes were made on several
frequencies to describe the term’s context in the document. For example, a frequency of
1 would be gathered for the term “writing” when the text said, “writing assessment.” The
exact phrase was collected as a note so that phrasing patterns could also be analyzed if
they had emerged. In addition to gathering frequencies, full text from each course
description was also collected for reference.
Phase 2: Qualitative Procedure
At the completion of the initial quantitative phase, the research transitioned into a
policy analysis for Phase 2. This phase was designed to gather information on policy
requirements that shaped the nature of course design and descriptions in British
Columbia, Oregon, and Washington. Websites for teacher licensing bodies as well as
state or provincial legislation were searched for related policies, statutes, and standards.
Research began with an examination of Oregon policy. Oregon’s state licensing
statutes and administrative rules were familiar to the researcher, so they laid a foundation
from which to start planning how to gather policy information. Initial searching began on
the TSPC website, with inquiries for the terms required courses, credit hours, and, more
generally, elementary reading or writing. First attempts at this level of research produced
few results. Findings were more teacher-facing and aimed at either license renewal or
transferring a license to Oregon from out-of-state. Research then shifted to searching
Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs) that govern all things related to education,
including school districts and teacher preparation programs. With little luck searching the
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TSPC’s public-facing licensing information, efforts turned to exploring the TSPC OARs
that were linked on the TSPC website (Teachers Standards and Practices Commission,
2021).
At the time of this study, 19 divisions related to the Teacher Standards and
Practices Commission existed in Oregon. Although some division documents appeared
promising (e.g., Division 200: Teaching License General Provisions Division), only the
Division 420: Program Standards for Licensure, Endorsement, and Specialization
Programs rules included specific information about required competencies for newly
licensed educators (TSPC, 2021). Division 420, Chapter 584 provided the only specific
language on expectations for elementary teachers regarding literacy concepts (Oregon
Secretary of State, 2021). Within this chapter, the OAR stated:
(4) CURRICULUM. Standard 2: Reading, Writing, and Oral Language –
Candidates demonstrate a high level of competence in use of English Language
arts and they know, understand, and use concepts from reading, language and
child development, to teach reading, writing, speaking, viewing, listening, and
thinking skills and to help students successfully apply their developing skills to
many different situations, materials, and ideas. (Oregon Secretary of State, 2021,
para. 10)
After identifying the statute tied directly to teacher preparation programs, the
search pivoted to the TSPC’s expectations for teacher preparation programs. Their
website indicated program standards specific to elementary licensure existed in the
Program Alignment to Standards Sample Table: Preliminary Teaching License

26

Elementary Multiple Subjects (TSPC, 2017). The full table, with standards, appears in
Appendix B.
These findings had multiple implications for the methods portion of Phase 2.
First, they narrowed where to look for specific policy: the licensing bodies for each
region. Second, they proved that in Oregon, writing policy expectations existed. Most
importantly, they brought forward the notion of program standards in teacher preparation,
which ended up being the common thread for the Pacific Northwest universities.
The lessons learned while exploring Oregon's policy were applied to
Washington. The initial search for policy in Washington began with a search for
program standards for new educators. The Washington State Professional Educator
Standards Board (2021) provides a clear set of preparation standards for initial licensure.
For new educators seeking elementary licensure, preparation standards called for general
competency for all educators, specifically credit hour requirements:
(v) Under RCW [Revised Code of Washington] 28A.410.040, a teacher candidate
whose only baccalaureate degree is in early childhood education, elementary
education, or special education must have completed thirty quarter credits, or the
equivalent in semester credits or continuing education credit hours, in one
academic field in an endorsement area under WAC [Washington Administrative
Code] 181-82A-202. (Washington State Professional Educator Standards Board,
2021, para. 19)
The requirement for elementary educators to receive an endorsement area, as per
this statute, directed the next research step toward what this endorsement entailed. The
2014 guidance from the Washington State Professional Educator Standards Board
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outlined clear competencies for the initial licensure’s elementary endorsement, which
included an in-depth English language arts subsection. Standard 1.B.3 (A–E) referred
specifically to knowledge and skills in writing instruction (Washington State
Professional Educator Standards Board, 2014). These standards did not have credit
requirements attached to them, as the statute language from Washington did, but they
provided clear expectations for skills and knowledge expected.
After examining teacher preparation guidance and related standards in Oregon
and Washington, the next step was to search British Columbia’s government site for
teacher preparation standards. In British Columbia, the BC Teachers’ Council takes
responsibility for writing educator and teacher preparation program standards, as stated in
the Teacher’s Act (Government of British Columbia, 2021). With this guidance, the
council produced two sets of documentation related to competencies new educators must
have for licensure: Teacher Preparation Program Approval Standards (see Appendix C)
and Certification Standards (see Appendix D). Both documents detailed specific
coursework on general knowledge for all educators. For the purpose of this inquiry, only
the proficiencies for those teaching grades K–7 were explored.
Once primary sources for policy were collected for each region in the Pacific
Northwest, a document analysis was completed on each item. Anecdotal notes were
captured in a researcher-developed form, with the anticipated themes: course credits or
numbers, specific language for writing, number of standards, depth of standards, other. A
copy of the note-taking form appears in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS
Phase 1: Quantitative Frequencies
This was an exploratory sequential study, so the results from Phase 1 were
analyzed before Phase 2 began. The first research question guided Phase 1: “What is the
current prevalence of writing pedagogy instruction in elementary teacher educator
training in the Pacific Northwest?” In this phase, the frequency of writing-specific
language was examined for 38 courses from all three regions of the Pacific Northwest.
Of the 38 courses that related to literacy, three courses related specifically to
writing, and four courses covered reading content only. The titles of the other 31 courses
indicated they covered language arts or literacy, implying the potential that reading or
writing content could be covered in the course. Oregon had the most courses in total
within the study with 15; Washington had 14, and British Columbia had nine.
Importantly, one of the Washington universities did not require any literacy courses in
their licensure program. At this master’s program, the literacy coursework occurred in the
prerequisite undergraduate courses. However, these courses were not part of the licensure
program, and students could enter the master’s program from other universities, so the
potential existed that some students who received licensure never took these courses.
Washington public universities had a higher ratio of literacy courses, with a ratio of 14:4
compared to 15:5 or 9:5 for Oregon and British Columbia, respectively. Table 1 displays
the descriptive statistics for the number of courses per university, where n represents five
universities being examined from each locale.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Number of Literacy Courses
Variable

N

M

SD

British Columbia Universities

5

1.8

.83666

Oregon Universities

5

3

1.0000

Washington Universities

5

2.8

1.92354

A range of zero to five courses was observed throughout the Pacific Northwest, with
British Columbia having a range of 1–3, Oregon 2–4, and Washington 0–5.
During the examination of the 38 courses, much of the terminology from the
original data collection tool emerged. Several new terms were also added to the
collection tool. In total, 28 words or phrases were collected that related to reading,
writing, or literacy. The complete list of terminology collected and the frequency of each
term can be found in Table 2. The most common term found in all of the course
descriptions was literacy, with a frequency of 47 references. Reading was the next most
frequent term, with 28 references, followed by 21 instances of the term writing.
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Table 2
Terminology in Course Descriptions
Term

Frequency

Writing

21

Writing workshop

1

Writing development

5

Writing process

3

Written genres

2

Writers

1

Grammar

1

Spelling

1

Literacy

47

Language Arts

10

Reading/writing connection

3

Multimodal literacy

2

Integration

3

English language arts standards

3

Reading

28

Reading development

7

Reading process

2

Reading acquisition

1

Reading achievement

1

Phonics

1

Cueing systems

1

Word identification

3

Fluency

3

Comprehension

4

Reading workshop

1

Literature circles

1

Text structure

2

Literature

14
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Specific terms or phrases were added to the data collection tool, so looking solely
at the terms reading or writing alone did not fully illustrate trends in the course
descriptions. In the next step of the analysis, the terms were sorted into broader themes.
These included: writing-specific terms, writing-related terms, reading-specific terms,
reading-related terms, and terminology that aligned with reading and writing together
(e.g., literacy or language arts). Table 3 shows which terms were sorted into these
themes for analysis.
Table 3
Terms Sorted Into Themes
Writing-specific

Writing-related

• Writing
•
• Writing
•
workshop
• Writing
development
• Writing
process
• Written genres
• Writers

Grammar
Spelling

Reading-specific

Reading-related

• Reading
• Reading
Development
• Reading
process
• Reading
acquisition
• Reading
achievement
• Phonics
• Cueing systems
• Word
identification
• Fluency
• Comprehension
• Reading
workshop
• Literature
circles

• Text structure
• Literature

Reading &
writing
• Literacy
• Language
arts
• Reading/
writing
connection
• Multimodal
literacy
integration
• English
language
arts
standards

Frequencies for these themes varied, with terms that aligned with both reading
and writing having 68 total mentions across the courses. Reading, both specific and
inclusive of related terms (i.e., specific terms plus related terms), had 53 and 69
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occurrences, respectively. Writing-specific terms appeared 33 times, and when related
terms were included, they appeared 35 times. Frequency data appear in Table 4.
Table 4
Frequency of Terms in Themes
Theme

Frequency

Writing-specific terms

33

Writing-specific & related terms

35

Reading-specific terms

53

Reading-specific & related terms

69

Reading & writing terms

68

Descriptive statistics were also conducted on these themes, with both the related
terms included and excluded. Here, n represents the number of total courses examined in
the study. Thus, the mean represents the average number of references for this theme in
all the courses. Table 5 depicts the descriptive statistics for the themes.
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Themes
Themes

N

M

SD

Writing specific

38

0.8684

1.18939

Writing specific & related

38

0.9211

1.28150

Reading specific

38

1.4211

1.70265

Reading specific & related

38

1.8421

2.04710

Reading & writing terms

38

1.8158

1.60384

Writing, both specific and related, averaged less than one mention across the 38
courses examined (M = 0.8684; M = 0.9211). Reading-specific terms had a mean of
1.4211 mentions per course. This increased to 1.8421 mentions when the related terms
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were included. Inclusive terms that incorporated both reading and writing had a mean of
1.8158 mentions per course, the strongest specific terminology across all three general
areas (i.e., writing, reading, integrated writing or reading terms).
Although descriptive statistics illustrated the frequency of these terms in the
course descriptions, inferential analysis was conducted to determine if the differences
between the means were statistically significant. One-sample t tests were run on four
variables: writing-specific, writing-specific and related, reading-specific, and readingspecific and related. The comparative mean for these analyses was zero because there
was limited data with which to compare these findings, and no normed expectation for
frequency existed. As an exploratory study, this research was conducted to learn what
was happening in practice and not to anticipate any specific findings or frequencies
around terminology use. When compared to zero, all four variables showed statistically
significant findings (p < 0.001). The prevalence of writing, reading, and related terms
was significant in their frequency over the 38 courses. However, reading-specific and
reading-related terms were observed twice as often as writing-specific and related
terminology (M = 0.9211 vs. M = 1.8421). Findings from the one-sample t tests appear
in Table 6.
Table 6
One Sample t Test Results
Themes

t

p

Writing-specific

4.501

<0.001

Writing-specific & related

4.431

<0.001

Reading-specific

5.145

<0.001

Reading-specific & related

5.547

<0.001
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Once statistical significance was determined among all 38 courses, the analysis
turned to the findings per state or province. Overall, Oregon had the highest average
writing-specific language per course at just under one (M = 0.9333). British Columbia
had the highest references to writing when writing-specific and writing-related terms
were explored, with M = 1.7778. However, when compared to reading-specific or
reading-related terms, all areas had more references to reading than writing. Oregon and
British Columbia resembled one another in the number of references that encompassed
both reading and writing, with an average of more than two references per course (M =
2.2667 and M = 2.2222).
One-sample t tests were again run for the regional data to determine if the
findings were statistically significant when compared to a mean of zero. All variables
were found to be statistically significant with a p-value of less than 0.05. In this
examination, the prevalence of writing- and reading-related terms was also examined per
region for statistical significance. Although these encompassing terms all proved to be
statically significant, it was interesting to note that when looked at per state or province,
they were not always the most common terms present. In British Columbia, the most
frequent terms were reading-specific and related terms. In Oregon and Washington, these
inclusive terms were also the most frequent; however, the difference between inclusive
terms and reading-specific and related terms in Washington was very minimal (M = 1.000
for reading-specific and related vs. 1.0714 for reading and writing terms). The complete
descriptive and inferential statistics per region appear in Table 7.
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Table 7
Descriptive Statistics Per State or Province
State/province
Themes
British Columbia

N

M

SD

t

p

Writing-specific

9

.8684

1.18939

4.501

<0.001

Writing-specific & related

9

1.7778

1.85592

2.874

0.021

Reading-specific

9

2.3333

2.34521

2.985

0.017

Reading-specific & related

9

2.7778

2.43812

3.418

0.009

Reading & writing terms

9

2.2222

1.92209

3.468

0.008

Writing-specific

15

0.9333

1.09978

3.287

0.005

Writing-specific & related

15

1.0000

1.13889

3.416

0.004

Reading-specific

15

1.4000

1.54919

3.500

0.004

Reading-specific & related

15

2.0667

2.21897

3.607

0.003

Reading & writing terms

15

2.2667

1.70992

5.134

<0.001

Writing-specific

14

0.2587

0.46881

2.280

0.040

Writing-specific & related

14

0.2857

0.46881

2.280

0.040

Reading-specific

14

0.8571

1.16732

2.747

0.017

Reading-specific & related

14

1.0000

1.24035

3.017

0.010

Reading & writing terms

14

1.0714

0.99725

4.020

0.001

Oregon

Washington

Note. n = number of courses

Statistically significant frequencies emerged for all theme types across all
regions. However, differences between the frequency of writing terminology as
compared to reading terminology varied. In all areas, more mentions of reading-specific
and related terms appeared than writing-specific or related terms. For British Columbia
and Washington, reading terms were over 3 times more common than writing
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terminology. Oregon saw a smaller discrepancy than its Pacific Northwest neighbors;
however, reading still occurred twice as often as writing in the course descriptions.
Phase 2: Qualitative Results
Phase 2 of this mixed-methods research was grounded in the second research
question: Is there a relationship between state or province teacher preparation policy and
the prevalence of writing-specific pedagogy in elementary teacher preparation
coursework? The initial design was based on the assumption that similar structures may
be found among the regions (e.g., required number of courses or standards) that would
allow for the gathering of both qualitative and quantitative data. However, after
examining the policies, the possibility of determining statistically significant relationships
was deemed impossible. Although policy existed in all regions, the wide variety of
structures and contexts presented reliability and validity challenges for any inferential
analysis. Instead, a purely descriptive approach was taken for Phase 2.
British Columbia
British Columbia had the clearest and most quantitative requirements, such as the
number of courses and hours, than anywhere else in the region. The province required
120 semesters hours for a 4-year degree and at least 48-semester hours of educationspecific coursework for licensure (British Columbia Teachers’ Council, 2019b). Core
educational competencies were required for all licensure hopefuls in areas such as
human development, educational foundations, curriculum, and instruction.
The guidelines did more than detail foundational education coursework. They
required foundational knowledge bases in core content areas for teachers as well. For
elementary teachers, this included a wide range of science courses along with specific
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social studies courses, many tied to Canadian history and context. These knowledge
requirements were the only place where specific competencies related to English
language arts were mentioned in the British Columbia policy.
All licensure hopefuls in British Columbia must successfully complete six
semester-hours or more of English literature coursework (BC Teachers’ Council, 2019a).
The Teacher Education Program (TEP) requirements stated that these hours should
involve both English literature and composition. Although this requirement clearly
emphasizes the need for future teachers to have a solid understanding of English, these
are not methodological or pedagogical courses. These are courses aimed at building
teachers’ competencies in these areas. Although an argument could be made that this
would strengthen a teacher’s ability to teach English language arts concepts, the analysis
revealed no clear course or standard for how to teach writing in the policy.
Skill related to the ability to teach appeared in the Teacher Education Program
Approval Standards (BC Teacher Council, 2019 August); however, they were general.
According to these standards, programs must “have content which provides a base of
pedagogical knowledge informed by research” (p. 4) and “content which provides a base
of pedagogical skills that is informed by principles of effective practice and current
research” (p. 4). There was nothing further defined for elementary writing instruction or
even elementary-level literacy.
Oregon
In Oregon, expectations were set for elementary educator literacy knowledge in
OAR 584-420-345 (4). Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs) are the mechanisms
through which legislative statutes are put into action. This OAR specifically states the
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standards needed for licensure in the state that are established by the Teacher Standards
and Practices Commission. This OAR states:
(4) CURRICULUM. Standard 2: Reading, Writing, and Oral Language –
Candidates demonstrate a high level of competence in use of English Language
arts and they know, understand, and use concepts from reading, language and
child development, to teach reading, writing, speaking, viewing, listening, and
thinking skills and to help students successfully apply their developing skills to
many different situations, materials, and ideas. (Oregon Secretary of State, 2021,
para. 10 )
This rule specifically refers to writing in the standard, with an expectation for the
educator to not only have writing competencies themselves, but a solid working
knowledge of education concepts needed to effectively teach writing in the elementary
classroom.
It was anticipated that expectations for how the OAR rule translated into practice
would be found in the Oregon Program Alignment to Standards (n.d.) guidance for
teacher preparation programs. The hope was that the Oregon Program Alignment to
Standards would clarify the exact number of courses, hours, or other specific
requirements around writing. However, this guidance did not expand upon how these
standards should be enacted. Instead, the exact standard language was cited, and teacher
preparation programs were asked to provide evidence (e.g., courses, assessments, and
clinical practice) to demonstrate they were preparing teachers to meet the demands of
this standard. One additional standard in the Oregon Program Alignment to Standards
touched on literacy, but its focus was reading-centric:
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Reading Instruction: Program Standards. Candidates demonstrate the ability to
provide classroom instruction that aligns with Oregon State Board of Education
standards for early childhood, 1st, 2nd, and 3rd grade literacy and reading
standards. (p. 1)
The subsequent partnered standard addressed Grade 4 and above but did not include the
term “literacy,” nor did it tie to the state instructional standards, which do include writing
standards.
Washington
The model for licensure for an elementary school teacher in the state of
Washington required future teachers to complete a 30-credit quarter-hour or semesterequivalent endorsement area. The elementary endorsement is a specific and specialized
program of study for future K–5 teachers, which makes the most specific content and
methodology knowledge demands in the region.
The elementary endorsement standards cover a broad range of content areas,
including the arts, mathematics, social studies, science, English language arts, and health
and fitness. Each content area has a fully developed set of standards that addresses both
teacher knowledge and approaches to instruction. Standard 1.B covers all of English
language arts, with five subset standard areas that include: language development,
reading, writing, literature form, and communication (Washington State Professional
Educator Standards Board, 2021). The writing standard (1.B.3) was broken into five
areas: the writing process; traits of writing; purpose, audience, or perspective; mode; and
strategies inclusive of research. The full language of this standard appears in Appendix
F. The standards presented for the preparation of teachers in Washington read very much
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like content area standards, with the focus shifted to “Candidates know and understand
the processes, purposes, and practical aspects of teaching writing” (Washington State
Professional Educator Standard Boards, 2021, para. 4).
There may have been mention of the ability to teach to content standards in other
parts of the Pacific Northwest, but in Washington, there are standards that name what
teaching those content standards looks like in practice. The standards allowed for very
clear and tangible skills to be communicated through the policy.

41

CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION
Discussion of Findings
In this phased exploratory mixed-methods study, multiple findings emerged
about how writing has been incorporated into elementary teacher preparation programs.
Course descriptions provided a window into institutions’ course offerings. Policy varied
widely on the specificity in which writing was addressed, and reading continued to be a
focus, even if a shift to more inclusive terms like literacy or language arts occurred.
Reading dominated the course descriptions, just as Brenner and McQuirk (2019)
found in the research that inspired this study. This dominance did not stem from a sheer
number of reading-specific courses because four reading-specific and three writingspecific courses were discovered. Instead, reading prevailed in the body of course
descriptions that used terminology that should have been comprehensive of both reading
and writing (i.e., literacy and language arts). Thirty-one courses had inclusive titles,
leaning heavily into the term literacy. Yet, on average, reading-specific and related terms
appeared twice as often when compared to writing-specific or related terms throughout
the region. These findings were even starker for Washington, where reading terminology
occurred almost 4 times as often as writing terminology.
Washington’s course descriptions proved interesting all around because, despite
having the largest frequency discrepancy between reading and writing terminology, it
also offered the most clarity on how teachers should be trained. In this state, teacher
preparation standards for writing were clearly defined, but on average, only 0.2857
mentions of writing-specific terms appeared per course. It should be noted that this study
included only four universities in Washington, yet these schools offered a similar number
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of courses as Oregon, which offered a total of 14 courses. This contrast between clarity of
policy and prevalence of writing in course descriptions proved baffling, but it could lead
to new pathways for research.
Oregon’s findings aligned with the averages across the region, with the
appearance of just over two reading terms for every one writing term in the 15 courses
examined. The state’s policy made direct mention of writing in a standard that included
all English language arts domains. Oregon most prevalently incorporated terms
synonymous with reading and writing, averaging 2.2667 mentions per course. The term
literacy was especially prevalent in their course descriptions, appearing 22 times. In
looking at the spectrum of policy language, Oregon fell in the middle of the three areas
specifically mentioned, with no specific skills or competencies named. The state also
landed in the middle for writing terminology frequency. Although correlation does not
prove causation, it was interesting to note some alignment between frequency and policy
for this state.
British Columbia had the fewest number of courses and no specific language for
teaching competencies around writing, but the province had the highest average mention
of writing-specific and related terms throughout the Pacific Northwest. British Columbia
course descriptions also made common use of encompassing terms for reading and
writing, much like Oregon (M = 2.2222 and M = 2.2667, respectively). British Columbia
had the lowest number of courses, with only nine across the five intuitions. However,
these universities ran on semesters, unlike the U.S. schools. Hence, if these semester
courses were converted using the common formula used by many institutions (i.e.,
semester multiplied by 1.5), British Columbia would have 13.5 courses for literacy.
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The relationships between policy and frequencies were not analyzed for statistical
significance in this work. It was difficult to translate the qualitatively derived findings
into quantifiable commonalities within the region. There was an initial expectation that
requirements for course hours, number of courses, or other specific numerical
requirements would be found; however, they were not common in the policies. Yet, it is
possible to note findings here may contradict assumptions regarding policy and
coursework. The state with the most detailed policy language around writing had the
fewest instances of writing terminology in its course descriptions. The province with no
specific mention of pedagogical writing concepts referred to writing the most often. Even
for Oregon, which fell in the middle of the spectrum for policy and frequency, the
universities averaged the greatest number of literacy courses. Although none of this can
be examined for causation, the correlations do suggest potential areas for continued
research and alternate ways to gather data to allow for deeper inferential relationship
analysis.
Implications
This work builds the knowledge base on how prevalent writing is in teacher
preparation practices. It shows that although a shift to more inclusive terms like literacy
may be occurring, course descriptions still heavily favor mentions of reading over
writing. This work provides another data set to push the conversation further on how to
enhance teacher preparation practices in writing for future elementary teachers.
Perhaps the most surprising finding from this study was the clear differentiation
between an educator’s base knowledge gains in writing and their repertoire of
pedagogical tools for teaching writing. In British Columbia, there were clear
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expectations and course hours required to ensure elementary educators had a sound
baseline knowledge of English and composition. This was also prevalent—although less
so—in Oregon and Washington’s language. Policy writers expressed a clear desire for
educators to experience both types of learning. Some courses had similar design
elements, with several courses including elements where preservice educators
experienced instructional approaches as learners in methods classes (e.g., a writer’s
workshop).
Perhaps the most practical implication for this work lies with teacher preparation
programs themselves. Program leaders in the Pacific Northwest can use this research to
examine their current practices for writing instruction for future educators. They may
consider whether their literacy or language arts courses devote enough time to writing or
if they are dominated by reading instruction. These reflections may lead to revised
course or even program design. Reading and writing pedagogy should not be in
competition. Both should receive ample attention so that preservice educators can
develop a theoretical foundation and learn strategies and tools that will set them on the
path to expert-level writing instruction. However, this has not yet occurred in the region.
The current state of practice showed that teacher preparation program leaders must make
program shifts to ensure both aspects of literacy are covered.
The findings of this work corroborate Brenner and McQuirk’s (2019) work, which
had a broader scope throughout the United States. The Pacific Northwest should not be
the only representation of how teacher preparation programs address writing instruction
in their program designs. With the inclusion of a Canadian province in this review, which
produced similar results as its U.S. counterparts, the aim was to inspire national and
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international teacher preparation programs to examine how they address writing
pedagogical practice. The frequency of terminology in the findings showed that simply
shifting to inclusive language (e.g., language arts or literacy) has not balanced the
disproportional focus on reading instruction.
The policy analysis of this work has implications for flexibility in course design,
structure, and requirements that could positively align with audits of current practice.
Although the relationship between policy and course descriptions was not determined,
policies emerged that outlined components of what should be taught, but not how it
should be taught. Neither British Columbia’s general statements about research-based
practices nor Washington’s explicit lists of skills new teachers should possess stated
specific numbers of courses or credit hours that preservice teachers should take. The
flexibility in the policies and in some of the supporting tools (e.g., Oregon’s alignment to
standards document) allow institutions to demonstrate how they are meeting the
standards. Program leaders could take it upon themselves to increase their offerings
regarding writing instruction while still working within the purview of existing policy
structures.
The variety of policy findings represents another possible implication for this
work. Policy in all three regions revealed a heavy focus on reading instruction in contrast
to writing instruction. More specific guidelines regarding the required number of hours,
courses, or even practicums targeting writing methods could provide another way to
increase the focus on writing in elementary teacher preparation programs. This approach
would remove some of the flexibility that currently exists, but it would ensure writing is
addressed more thoroughly and more equally to reading. Moving policy amendments or
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new policies through legislative or governing bodies takes time; however, several
researchers have called for this approach as a way to substantially change writing
preparation practices.
Limitations
Course descriptions make up only one part of a course. These brief texts act
almost as course advertisements, so they do not encompass the entirety of what is taught.
A full picture of how much emphasis is put on writing methods and pedagogy can never
be fully known through an examination of course descriptions alone. This represented a
definite limitation to this work and its results. Analysis of syllabi and classroom
instruction could help validate or refute the current findings. The brevity of course
descriptions could have created a more shallow picture of what occurs in university
classrooms.
Another limitation to this work was its regional nature. The findings produced a
snapshot of practice within the Pacific Northwest, but these findings are not generalizable
to the whole of the United States or Canada. Given the diversity of both nations, this
region has unique traits that will differ both in teacher preparation practices and
policymaking. For example, Oregon and Washington are not known for top-down
approaches to K–12 instruction or mandates. The approach taken here, to examine states
with commonalities, could also be fodder for future research, but the generalizability to
areas outside of the region could be limited.
A final limitation involves the fact this research took place during the COVID-19
pandemic. This study did not include human subjects, but access to information from
both state and provincial agencies was difficult to acquire. Licensing staff across the
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region were working from home, short-staffed, and had long wait times. For this
researcher, it meant that much of the policy search occurred in isolation. In an ideal time,
connecting with licensing personnel to ensure all applicable policy, administrative rules,
and even precedents set in that area would have been imperative. In the time of COVID19, this proved impossible. Several of the licensing bodies took weeks to respond to even
simple questions, and all apologized for being short-staffed. Although every attempt was
made to perform a thorough investigation of public-facing records for each locale, access
difficulties created by the pandemic may have resulted in the inadvertent exclusion of
some policy items.
Further Research
This work could extend in multiple directions. One avenue may be to continue
the work on course descriptions in other regions of the United States, Canada, or other
English-speaking nations. The more data gathered, the more generalizable the findings
could become. Further research could also be conducted by continuing the regionally
specific approach. Broader national or international scale research could also take place
using similar methodology. Either way, the potential for using public-facing course
descriptions as a litmus test for current pedagogical priorities could be extended.
Course syllabi and course descriptions could also be analyzed together to
determine how closely the descriptions capture the actual course content. This approach
could be partnered with classroom observation or interviews to gather a more holistic
picture of writing in teacher preparation programs. The resulting data could help
overcome the limitations of only looking at course descriptions and provide a more
nuanced examination of how institutions prepare future educators.
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Further research regarding policy is also warranted. Unfortunately, finding a
statistically significant relationship was not possible with the policy examples found.
However, I am confident that a deeper policy analysis with different research methods
could find meaningful ways to determine if the relationship between policy and course
descriptions could be quantified.
Finally, this work does not address the how the K-12 field supports these early
career educators as they enter the field. Future researchers could follow new educators to
their districts or schools to see how their preparation served them. This could be
examined through teacher evaluations, self-efficacy surveys, or classroom observations
to see if these courses and policies helped early career educators teach writing. With this
data, school districts could plan better professional learning opportunities for new
educators to improve their practice earlier in their careers.
Conclusion
For almost 20 years, researchers in the field of education have been calling for
changes to policy and teacher preparation practices to support writing. Writing is an everpresent part of American and Canadian life; however, it continues to receive less
attention from teacher preparation program when preparing new elementary educators.
The Pacific Northwest has some of the most renowned schools of education and yet the
findings here mirror findings from the past 20 years. Elementary preservice teachers are
underprepared to teach writing effectively.
Teacher preparation programs should lay the groundwork for novice educators to
build their expertise throughout the course of a career. Yet, this study showed that course
descriptions were twice as likely or more to mention reading than writing. Reading
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dominates coursework, even courses that are grounded in inclusive language that
emphasizes literacy or language arts. The inclusivity of these terms alone does not bring
writing to the forefront of instruction, leaving a weak or nonexistent foundation for
educators striving for expertise in this area.
The potential exists for systematic changes in how teachers are prepared to teach
writing. Flexible policy language and approaches to meeting teacher preparation
standards in all three locales could allow teacher preparation program leaders to redesign
courses to focus on writing. The regional nature of this study could spark a conversation
in British Columbia, Oregon, and Washington regarding how schools in these areas could
work collaboratively to improve how they prepare future teachers to teach writing.
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APPENDIX A
Data Collection Instruments
Tab 1: Data Collection Instrument (Universities 1-5 shown)

Tab 2: School Information Collection (Universities 1-5 Shown)
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APPENDIX B
Oregon Program Alignment to Standards
Sample Table: Preliminary Teaching License: Elementary Multiple-Subjects
Name of program: Preliminary Teaching License - Elementary Multiple-Subjects
Report any courses, assessments, and/or clinical
Program Standards
practices
that align to the required standards for the:
Preliminary Teaching License: Elementary-Multiple
Subjects endorsement
Assessments:
Courses
Reading Instruction: Program Standards
Candidates demonstrate the ability to provide
classroom instruction that aligns with Oregon
State Board of Education standards for early
childhood, 1st, 2nd, and 3rd-grade literacy and
reading standards.
Reading Instruction: Program Standards
Candidates demonstrate the ability to
implement evidence-based reading
instructional strategies to enable public school
students to become proficient readers by the
end of 3rd-grade.
Dyslexia Instruction: Program Standards
Candidates demonstrate the ability to identify
the characteristics that may predict or are
associated with dyslexia.
Note: The standards for dyslexia instruction
apply to all students the candidate is being
prepared to teach, including English
Language Learner (ELL) students.
Note: Program alignment with the dyslexia
instruction standards must be consistent with
the knowledge and practice standards of an
international organization on dyslexia.
Dyslexia Instruction: Program Standards
Candidates demonstrate the ability to
understand how to provide evidence-based
reading instruction to all students, including
students who demonstrate characteristics that
may predict or are associated with dyslexia.
Note: The standards for dyslexia instruction
apply to all students the candidate is being
prepared to teach, including English
Language Learner (ELL) students.
Note: Program alignment with the dyslexia
instruction standards must be consistent with
the knowledge and practice standards of an
international organization on dyslexia.
Dyslexia Instruction: Program Standards
Candidates demonstrate the ability to
administer, interpret and apply screening and
progress monitoring assessments for students
who demonstrate characteristics that may
predict or are associated with dyslexia.
Note: The standards for dyslexia instruction
apply to all students the candidate is being

For example: licensing
tests, edTPA, work
samples, evaluations,
course exams

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Courses
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Assessments

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Clinical Practices

Name of program: Preliminary Teaching License - Elementary Multiple-Subjects
Report any courses, assessments, and/or clinical
Program Standards
practices
that align to the required standards for the:
Preliminary Teaching License: Elementary-Multiple
Subjects endorsement
Assessments:
Courses
prepared to teach, including English
Language Learner (ELL) students.
Note: Program alignment with the dyslexia
instruction standards must be consistent with
the knowledge and practice standards of an
international organization on dyslexia.
Dyslexia Instruction: Program Standards
Candidates demonstrate the ability to apply
dyslexia assessment and instruction
knowledge to pedagogy practice.
Note: The standards for dyslexia instruction
apply to all students the candidate is being
prepared to teach, including English
Language Learner (ELL) students.
Note: Program alignment with the dyslexia
instruction standards must be consistent with
the knowledge and practice standards of an
international organization on dyslexia.
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Subject Test
The program requires candidates to complete
the Commission-approved test for Elementary
Multiple-Subjects.
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Clinical Practices
The program requires candidates to complete
field experiences that include supervised
teaching or internships in Elementary
Multiple Subjects classrooms.
Preliminary Teaching License- Elem
MS/Cultural Competency and Equitable
Practice
The program integrates principles of cultural
competency and equitable practice in each
competency standard through the entire
Preliminary Teaching License program.
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Learner Development

The teacher understands how children
learns grow and develop, recognizing
that patterns of learning and
development vary individually within
and across the cognitive, linguistic,
social, emotional, and physical areas,
and designs and implements
developmentally appropriate and
challenging learning experiences.
[InTASC Standard #1]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Learning Differences
The teacher uses understanding of individual
differences and diverse cultures and
communities to ensure inclusive learning

For example: licensing
tests, edTPA, work
samples, evaluations,
course exams

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Please provide a narrative section for this item.

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices
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Name of program: Preliminary Teaching License - Elementary Multiple-Subjects
Report any courses, assessments, and/or clinical
Program Standards
practices
that align to the required standards for the:
Preliminary Teaching License: Elementary-Multiple
Subjects endorsement
Assessments:
Courses
environments that enable each learner to meet
high standards. [InTASC Standard #2]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Learning Environments
The teacher works with others to create
environments that support individual and
collaborative learning, and that encourage
positive social interaction, active engagement
in learning, and self-motivation. [InTASC
Standard #3]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Content Knowledge
The teacher understands the central concepts,
tools of inquiry, and structures of the
discipline(s) he or she teaches and creates
learning experiences that make these aspects
of the discipline accessible and meaningful
for learners to assure mastery of the content.
[InTASC Standard #4]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Application of Content
The teacher understands how to connect
concepts and use differing perspectives to
engage learners in critical thinking, creativity,
and collaborative problem solving related to
authentic local and global issues. [InTASC
Standard #5]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Assessment
The teacher understands and uses multiple
methods of assessment to engage learners in
their own growth, to monitor learner progress,
and to guide the teacher’s and learner’s
decision making. [InTASC Standard #6]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Planning for Instruction
The teacher plans instruction that supports
every student in meeting rigorous learning
goals by drawing upon knowledge of content
areas, curriculum, cross-disciplinary skills
and pedagogy, as well as learners and the
community context. [InTASC Standard #7]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Instructional Strategies
The teacher understands and uses a variety of
instructional strategies to encourage learners
to develop deep understanding of content
areas and their connections, and to build skills
to apply knowledge in meaningful ways.
[InTASC Standard #8]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem
MS/Professional Learning and Ethical
Practice

For example: licensing
tests, edTPA, work
samples, evaluations,
course exams

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices
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Name of program: Preliminary Teaching License - Elementary Multiple-Subjects
Report any courses, assessments, and/or clinical
Program Standards
practices
that align to the required standards for the:
Preliminary Teaching License: Elementary-Multiple
Subjects endorsement
Assessments:
Courses
The teacher engages in ongoing professional
learning and uses evidence to continually
evaluate his or her practice, particularly the
effects of his/her choices and actions on
others (learners, families, other professionals,
and the community), and adapts practice to
meet the needs of each learner. [InTASC
Standard #9]
Preliminary Teaching License-Elem MS/
Leadership and Collaboration
The teacher demonstrates leadership by
taking responsibility for student learning and
by collaborating with learners, families,
colleagues, other school professionals, and
community members to ensure learner growth
and development, learning, and well-being.
[InTASC Standard #10]

Preliminary Teaching License- Elem
MS: Development, Learning, and
Motivation Standard
— Candidates know, understand, and
use the major concepts, principles,
theories, and research related to
development of children and young
adolescents to construct learning
opportunities that support individual
students’ development, acquisition of
knowledge, and motivation.
Preliminary Teaching License- Elem
MS: Curriculum Standard/Reading,
Writing, and Oral Language
— Candidates demonstrate a high level
of competence in use of English
language arts and they know,
understand, and use concepts from
reading, language and child
development, to teach reading, writing,
speaking, viewing, listening, and
thinking skills and to help students
successfully apply their developing skills
to many different situations, materials,
and ideas.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Curriculum Standard/Science
— Candidates know, understand, and
use fundamental concepts of physical,
life, and earth/space sciences.
Candidates can design and implement
age-appropriate inquiry lessons to teach

For example: licensing
tests, edTPA, work
samples, evaluations,
course exams

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices
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Name of program: Preliminary Teaching License - Elementary Multiple-Subjects
Report any courses, assessments, and/or clinical
Program Standards
practices
that align to the required standards for the:
Preliminary Teaching License: Elementary-Multiple
Subjects endorsement
Assessments:
Courses
science, to build student understanding
for personal and social applications, and
to convey the nature of science.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Curriculum Standard/
Mathematics
— Candidates know, understand, and
use the major concepts and procedures
that define number and operations,
algebra, geometry, measurement, and
data analysis and probability. In doing so
they consistently engage problem
solving, reasoning and proof,
communication, connections, and
representation.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Curriculum Standard/ Social
studies
— Candidates know, understand, and
use the major concepts and modes of
inquiry from the social studies — the
integrated study of history, geography,
the social sciences, and other related
areas — to promote elementary students’
abilities to make informed decisions as
citizens of a culturally diverse
democratic society and interdependent
world.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Curriculum Standard/ The Arts
— Candidates know, understand, and
use — as appropriate to their own
understanding and skills — the content,
functions, and achievements of the
performing arts (dance, music, theater)
and the visual arts as primary media for
communication, inquiry, and
engagement among elementary students.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Curriculum Standard/ Health
education
— Candidates know, understand, and
use the major concepts in the subject
matter of health education to create
opportunities for student development
and practice of skills that contribute to
good health.

For example: licensing
tests, edTPA, work
samples, evaluations,
course exams

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices
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Name of program: Preliminary Teaching License - Elementary Multiple-Subjects
Report any courses, assessments, and/or clinical
Program Standards
practices
that align to the required standards for the:
Preliminary Teaching License: Elementary-Multiple
Subjects endorsement
Assessments:
Courses
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Curriculum Standard/ Physical
Education
— Candidates know, understand, and
use — as appropriate to their own
understanding and skills—human
movement and physical activity as
central elements to foster active, healthy
life styles and enhanced quality of life
for elementary students.
Elementary Multiple-Subjects:
Instruction Standard/Integrating and
applying knowledge for instruction
— Candidates plan and implement
instruction based on knowledge of
students, learning theory, connections
across the curriculum, curricular goals,
and community.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Instruction Standard/ Adaptation
to diverse students
— Candidates understand how
elementary students differ in their
development and approaches to learning,
and create instructional opportunities
that are adapted to diverse students.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Instruction Standard/ Development
of critical thinking and problem solving
— Candidates understand and use a
variety of teaching strategies that
encourage elementary students’
development of critical thinking and
problem solving.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Instruction Standard/ Active
engagement in learning
— Candidates use their knowledge and
understanding of individual and group
motivation and behavior among students
at the K–6 level to foster active
engagement in learning, self-motivation,
and positive social interaction and to
create supportive learning environments.

For example: licensing
tests, edTPA, work
samples, evaluations,
course exams

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices
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Name of program: Preliminary Teaching License - Elementary Multiple-Subjects
Report any courses, assessments, and/or clinical
Program Standards
practices
that align to the required standards for the:
Preliminary Teaching License: Elementary-Multiple
Subjects endorsement
Assessments:
Courses
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Instruction Standard/
Communication to foster collaboration
— Candidates use their knowledge and
understanding of effective verbal,
nonverbal, and media communication
techniques to foster active inquiry,
collaboration, and supportive interaction
in the elementary classroom.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Assessment Standard/ Assessment
for instruction
— Candidates know, understand, and
use formal and informal assessment
strategies to plan, evaluate and
strengthen instruction that will promote
continuous intellectual, social,
emotional, and physical development of
each elementary student.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Professionalism
Standard/Professional growth,
reflection, and evaluation
— Candidates are aware of and reflect
on their practice in light of research on
teaching, professional ethics, and
resources available for professional
learning; they continually evaluate the
effects of their professional decisions
and actions on students, families and
other professionals in the learning
community and actively seek out
opportunities to grow professionally.
Preliminary Teaching License - Elem
MS: Professionalism Standard/
Collaboration with families, colleagues,
and community agencies
— Candidates know the importance of
establishing and maintaining a positive
collaborative relationship with families,
school colleagues, and agencies in the
larger community to promote the
intellectual, social, emotional, physical
growth and well-being of children.

For example: licensing
tests, edTPA, work
samples, evaluations,
course exams

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices

Courses

Assessments
Teacher
Performance
Assessment

Clinical Practices
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APPENDIX C
BC Teachers’ Council Teacher Education Program Approval Standards: August
2019
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APPENDIX D
BC Teachers’ Council Certification Standards: November 2019
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APPENDIX E
Phase 2 Qualitative Note Taking Form
Region (circle):

BC

Oregon

Washington

Courses
(credits or
number of)

[Source #1 Name]
Specific
Number of
Language on
Standards
Writing

Depth of
Standards

Other findings

Courses
(credits or
number of)

[Source #2 Name]
Specific
Number of
Language on
Standards
Writing

Depth of
Standards

Other findings
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APPENDIX F
Washington Teacher Preparation Standards: Elementary Endorsement
1.B.3 Knowledge and Understanding of Writing processes. Candidates know and
understand the processes, purposes, and practical aspects of teaching writing.
•
•
•
•
•

1.B.3.A Understand the writing process, its components (prewriting, drafting,
revising, editing, publishing), and its recursive, interactive, and collaborative nature
1.B.3.B Understand the traits of effective writing (e.g. development of ideas,
organization, voice, word choice, sentence structure, and conventions)
1.B.3.C Understand how purpose, audience, and perspective shape writing
1.B.3.D Understand how mode (expository, persuasive, and narrative) and form (such
as research paper, editorial, memoir) shape writing
1.B.3.E Understand strategies for writing including finding, selecting, and refining
topics for research projects; locating, working with, and documenting reliable sources
for research projects; paraphrasing, summarizing, quoting sources, citing, and
acknowledging sources in a text; using various technologies, including the internet
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